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Oligo size versus IC50 (HSV-2) 
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Oligo size vs IC50 (CMV) 
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REP 2006 vs COX B2 
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Oligo competitor size vs bait competition (HSV-1) 
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Bait size vs p24 binding 
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Cellular Uptake of REP 2004-FL 
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Sequence composition vs lysate binding (HSV-1) 
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